


1. At Risk

RrTT Glass Is;halif empiy:

= 2006 Edition

_ pressures at the edge
threaten greennelt

The Bay Area Greenbelt Development

At risk area Is; 1.3/ times
Size off San Erancisco

Particularly at [sk:
Contra Costa & Solano

Glass 1s half full:
Growth boundaries
Permanent protection
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Parcelization

Breaks:up productlv
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Fragments habitat
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2. Smart Growth Scorecard

Measures policies only, Bay Area

mart Growth
Not measured:

On-the-ground reality
Commitment te
POJICIES

Regional consensus
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Average City Scores
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Parking
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3. A Place to Call Home

Links housing to other:
regional eljectives

s Transportation
NDE<S 0 Gl F o 7 (S 1E Envirenment
oS RGN Res » " : = Economy
Summarizes heusing
challenges

Supply:
Affierdanility

Outlines barriers
Community resistance
Regulations
Fiscal structure

Assesses| RIFNA progress
Suggests soelutions




Permits Compared to RHNA
Regienal Jetal, 1999 te 2006

Overall

Moderate




Permits Compared to RHNA
1999 {6 2006

M Very Low
O Low

O Moderate
O Overall




Overalll RHNA Performance
19909 te 2006

B Permitted
0 Constructed




IHeusIng Grades

Permits RHND Surplus/ Percent Current Prior

A 0, 154 40, 233 O A e
Corntra Costa 40,087 33,206 8,861 121%
Marin 4,387 §,288 (1.801) 7 0%
MNapa 4,528 6,828 (1,889} 7 2%
San Francisco 16,528 18,663 [2.6824) 88%
San Mateo 2,355 15,782 (8,387 B8%
Santa Clara 43,407 58,058 (12,851) 7%
Solano 17,333 18,058 (7250 BE8%
Somoma 17,425 21,560 [<.144) 81%
Bay Arsa 184,078 222, 705 (38.829) 83%
Grading Scheme

2100% = A+ g7-89% =B+ ViR =0+ E7ER% =D+ <G =F
83-24% =D

BAY AREA\*COUNCIL




IHousing Grades for Cities and
Unincerporated Areas




4. Blueprint Planning In Califernia

Commissioned’ by
BTH

Compares “riegional Blueprint Planein in Calfari
VISIOn™ planning| ini 4 BEve ot T
metro areas:

Bay Area. (ABAG, MTIC)

LLos Angeles-Seuthern
California; (SCAG)

Sacramento (SACOG)
San Diego (SANDAG)

Elisa Barbour
Michael Teitz




Some Conclusions

We're the same, but different
Same! Issues In different erders

A it ter the head commands attention
Meney talks, courtsH erder

Size matters
Smaller'is a lot easier

Goldilecks lives
Consensus generally finds the middle grounad




Some More Conclusions

Muliti=sector mvoelvement Is critical
Can't plan with them;; can't planwitheut them

Local government BUy-Iniis a nmust
“This Iss OUR land.”

It has to
CMASs are

0e OUR plan.

Part of the selution, te0.

/LU connection needed at all levels




Still More Conclusions

We need calrots, and mayne some: sticks
BUit beware ofi peanut pPutter

Steadiness Is essential
Thisi s long-term; effiert

Consistency and persistence Is reguired: to
mainptain mementum

It reguires continuous; planning, net just plan-
making

Too eanly to telllwhether we can make a real
difference




And a Final Conclusion

This s really;, really hard
Bt really;, really impeltant




